
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



Vol. IX. No. 5. February 29, 1912. 



The Journal of Philosophy 
Psychology and Scientific Methods 



THE PROBLEM OF KNOWLEDGE 

THE realist platform promulgated in this Journal, and the dis- 
cussions to which it has since given rise, have led me to try to 
formulate the views which I should incline to defend. I do not un- 
fortunately myself at present feel anything so solid as a platform 
beneath my feet. In this paper I propose to describe the kind of 
makeshift raft upon which, with my heart in my mouth, I venture 
out upon the stormy sea of speculation. My views are more negative 
than positive, but the negations involve assertions sufficiently defi- 
nite to carry me into waters dangerously deep, or else perhaps into 
befogged shallows where rocks abound. The reader may choose the 
one or the other metaphor according as what follows does or does not 
meet with his sympathetic approval. The views which I shall de- 
velop, in so far as they have historical affiliations, are chiefly inspired 
by two thinkers, one older and one contemporary, by Kant and by 
Bergson. 

For me personally, the chief and most pressing problem in the 
theory of knowledge is to reconcile objectivism or realism with phe- 
nomenalism, and both with that individualistic standpoint which the 
nature of our self-consciousness seems to force upon each of us. A 
satisfactory theory of knowledge must, I should say, be at once real- 
istic, phenomenalistic, and individualistic. Realistic, because sub- 
jectivism has been demonstrated to be untenable. Phenomenal- 
istic, because it seems impossible to regard the world known in sense 
perception, or even in the natural sciences, as any thing but a quite 
partial and very imperfect representation of the real. Individual- 
istic, because, though our experience reveals a wider and common 
world to which we belong and out of which we have arisen, its com- 
plementary and equally striking aspect lies in the privacy of the 
inner life. 

The general problem of knowledge accordingly falls into two 
subordinate problems, each of which has its own peculiar diffi- 
culties. First, the reconciliation of the contention that we apprehend 
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something that is non-mental with recognition of the fact that what 
we apprehend is in the form apprehended not genuinely real. Sec- 
ondly, the reconciliation of both objectivism and phenomenalism, but 
especially of phenomenalism, with the requirements of self-conscious- 
ness. I say, especially of phenomenalism, because if the phenome- 
nalism is thoroughgoing (and it must be if we are really to steer 
clear of subjectivism), it will apply to the self as truly as to the not- 
self. For that reason it seems easier to combine individualism with 
subjectivism than with phenomenalism. Kant and Bergson seem to 
me so especially helpful in this inquiry just because it is with these 
two problems that they are constantly wrestling. 

Let me, at starting, indicate in the briefest manner the criticisms 
which may be passed upon subjective and upon objective (or 
Hegelian) idealism. The fundamental objection to subjective ideal- 
ism, as found, for instance, in Locke's philosophy, is that it sets our 
representations in an impossible twofold relation to objects, first, as 
their mechanical effects, and secondly, as their apprehensions. There 
exists, on this view, an irresolvable conflict between the function of 
sensations and their origin. The function of sensations is cognitive ; 
their origin is mechanical. As cognitive they stand to objects in a re- 
lation of inclusion. They reveal the objects, reduplicating them in 
image within the mind. Yet in their origin they are effects, mechan- 
ically generated by the action of material bodies upon the sense organs 
and brain. As mechanical effects, there is no guarantee that they re- 
semble their causes; and if we may argue from other forms of me- 
chanical causation, there is little likelihood that they do. They 
stand to their first causes in a relation of exclusion, separated from 
them by a large number of varying intermediate processes. There is 
thus, to repeat, a conflict between their function and their origin. 
It is their origin in the external objects that guarantees their valid- 
ity; and yet the very nature of this relation invalidates their cog- 
nitive claims. It can also, I think, be shown that in the statement of 
its position, subjective idealism is guilty of arguing from a realistic 
starting-point to an idealistic concluson irreconcilable therewith. 
This is especially true of subjectivism in its extreme Berkeleian form. 
That argument has, however, been so often elaborated that its repe- 
tition is needless. 1 

The criticism to be passed upon objective idealism is of a different 
kind, namely, that it either ignores the problem of the relation of 
mind and body, or else gives a solution which is quite inadequate. 
It proceeds by emphasizing the logical relation of necessary implica- 
tion which holds between self-knowing and the objects known. It 

1 1 have given a statement of it in an article in the Philosophical Seview, 
Vol. XVII., p. 138 ff. 
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argues that it is the very nature of a cognitive process to transcend 
itself, revealing to the mind real, independent, permanent objects. 
The distinction between subject and object implies, however, an 
underlying unity, an absolute self-consciousness, that conditions and 
unifies both. To this absolute self-consciousness sensations and all 
consciousnesses are due. 

Now, even supposing that these relations of mutual implication — 
between subject and object, or between both and an absolute self -con- 
sciousness — could be granted as conclusively proved, the problem of 
the relation of mind and body would still remain unconsidered. The 
only answer to this problem which, apparently, objective idealism is 
capable of giving, is the answer of Berkeley, more adequately stated, 
but still in essentials the same, namely, that the existence of the 
brain is necessary in order to complete our system of natural science, 
to develop its point of view universally, but is never in any sense the 
dynamical condition of our conscious life. The conscious can not 
originate in the unconscious. Our sensations are due, not to our 
brain states, but to an absolute reality that comes to consciousness of 
itself in the finite mind. 

Of course, stated in this bald fashion, no objective idealist will 
accept such an interpretation of his position. He is ready to admit 
that our having a sensation of red light is dependent upon a brain 
state caused by ether waves acting on the retina, but that, as I 
should contend, is a fact of which he can give no consistent account. 

That the body is the organ of our activities can not be doubted. 
The question which ought to be explicitly raised and definitely 
answered by objective idealism is as to whether or not the brain is 
likewise the organ of our consciousness. If it is also the organ of our 
consciousness, then in what terms is its cognitive function to be con- 
ceived? That is a question to which, as it seems to me, objective 
idealism has given no satisfactory answer. It is a question which it 
persistently ignores. 

The chief objection, therefore, to subjective idealism is that it re- 
gards the objects known as mechanically causing the apprehensions 
through which they are known. The chief objection to objective 
idealism is that it ignores the causal problem altogether. 

Each position has also, however, its own merits. The strength of 
subjectivism lies in its candid recognition of what appears to be 
beyond dispute, supported as it is by the whole strength of physical 
and physiological science, namely, that sensations are due to the 
action of material bodies upon the sense organs and brain. Philos- 
ophy is peculiarly skilled in explaining away inconvenient facts, by 
giving to them, in what it calls critical interpretation, a metaphysical 
twist. But the affection of the sense organs by material bodies is, it 
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would seem, something that can not be thus conjured out of existence. 
The theory of knowledge must be prepared to interpret it in a man- 
ner that is not virtually in some concealed form its denial. 

Objective idealism is equally strong in its main contention, 
namely, that mind knowing and consciousness of objects known are 
inseparable. Mind has no meaning for us save as consciousness, and 
there is no consciousness that is not consciousness of objects. A mind 
that is unconscious, as, for instance, in sleep, is inconceivable by us. 
It is then merely a name for an unknown, equal to x. Sleep is, for this 
reason, something of which objective idealists have never been able to 
give any reputable account. But not only is mind that which is con- 
scious, it is also that which is not merely self-conscious. There is, as 
the objective idealists rightly maintain, no such thing as pure self- 
consciousness, a consciousness by a mind of itself and of nothing but 
itself. All consciousness, without exception, involves consciousness 
of objects. Consciousness of self and consciousness of the not-self 
are inseparable. This fact has important consequences, and is very 
rightly insisted upon by objective idealists. That, however, is a mat- 
ter to which I shall return. And now for the general problem. 

We may judge of man in two very different ways, from the point 
of view of his animal organism, and from the point of view of his 
inner life. Voltaire has remarked that "it would be very singular 
that all nature, all the planets, should obey eternal laws, and that 
there should be a little animal five feet high, who, in contempt of 
these laws, could act as he pleased, solely according to his caprice." 
Voltaire is here judging of man in terms of the conditions of his 
animal life. He is forgetting that this same animal of five feet can 
contain the stellar universe in thought within himself. Infinite 
space and infinite time can be ranged over by the human mind. 
Man's spiritual dignity dwarfs even the highest of his animal func- 
tions. Though finite in his mortal conditions, he is divinely infinite 
in his powers. 

"Were we not so thoroughly familiar with the unlimited power of 
thought, could we (to form for the moment a self -contradictory 
hypothesis) without ourselves possessing this capacity, be informed 
that beings on other planets are thus endowed, we should certainly 
be incredulous. It would seem too absurdly impossible that a crea- 
ture five feet high and confined to one planet, should yet at the same 
time possess a something called mind or consciousness which can 
range over the whole of infinite space. That would surely be de- 
nounced as more unbelievable than any dogma ever propounded by 
the theologians, more impossible than the wildest and most super- 
stitious belief of primitive man. 

The power of thought is sufficiently wonderful in the animals, 
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enabling them as it does to have some apprehension of their environ- 
ment, and so by variation of their reactions to attain satisfaction of 
their instinctive needs. But in man it no longer serves a merely 
practical purpose — that is, if we adopt, as it seems to me we must, 
the idealist interpretation of the function of human thought. In 
man thought is essentially speculative in its character, connecting 
him with the universe as a whole, and driving him by the com- 
pulsion of an inner need to rationalize and render intelligible to 
himself the nature of things. 

It is this uniqueness of thought which seems to justify philosophy 
in laying so absolute a stress upon it, and in maintaining that it 
must largey contribute to the determining of our general philo- 
sophical attitude. By preoccupation with the question of knowledge, 
aided by the natural sciences, but not overweighted by them, we may 
hope to find some of the deeper clues that will lead to a more ade- 
quate solution of our philosophical problems. 

It is this twofold aspect of our existence, as at once animal in its 
conditions and potentially universal in its powers of apprehension, 
that forces upon Kant the problem of reconciling phenomenalism 
with individualism. The finite self exists in and through space and 
time, not space and time in and through the finite self. It is con- 
scious of a time that existed before its own existence and which will 
outlast it. It is conscious of itself as being limited down, as an ani- 
mal existence, to a particular position in space, and as subject to all 
the limitations which such position involves. Experience also teaches 
— and this is likewise an essential element in Kant's doctrine — that 
our various sensations are due to the action of material bodies upon 
our sense organs and brain. But, on the other hand, Kant is no less 
emphatic in maintaining that the whole world in space and time rests 
upon complex conditions that are inextricably bound up with the 
determining factors of our transitory existence. The material world 
in space is in its apprehended form phenomenal. It is an appearance 
which exists only in and through consciousness. And yet conscious- 
ness only appears in connection with individuals that are conditioned 
by the limitations which spatial and temporal existence impose. 

The usual interpretation of Kant is little better than a parody 
of his real teaching. It takes Kant's solution of the problem as con- 
sisting in the assumption of a self that by its creative agencies con- 
structs out of given sensations the mechanical world in space and 
time. The world exists separately in the mind of each individual 
observer; it has no independent existence apart from these its indi- 
vidual embodiments. If that were Kant's position, it would be of 
comparatively little value, and would merely be a form of Berkeleian- 
ism. The chief problems of philosophy center in the self, in the 
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question as to the nature and possibility of spiritual existence. Cer- 
tainly, if we may assume the existence of the self as a spiritual being 
capable by its activities of generating the world in space and time, 
we may be able to explain the apprehended universe. The legiti- 
macy of such an assumption is, however, itself the chief point at 
issue. And that it is an illegitimate assumption was one of Kant's 
main contentions. It is illegitimate for two reasons. First, because 
to explain by reference to the activities of such a self is to explain 
by faculties, by the unknown. It is a cause that will explain any- 
thing and everything equally well or badly. This is an argument 
which Kant nowhere himself employs, but it is implied in a second 
argument which finds expression both in the deduction of the cate- 
gories and in the paralogisms. The only self that we know is a con- 
scious self. And since as conscious it can only exist in and through 
consciousness of objects, it can not precede such consciousness as its 
generating cause. 

It is in another and very different manner that Kant maintains 
the dependence of phenomena upon consciousness. He makes a most 
valiant attempt to combine his phenomenalism with realism; and 
though most of the inconsistencies in his teaching are traceable to 
the almost insuperable difficulties to which any such attempt gives 
rise, it is also the source of much that is most suggestive in his 
thought. I shall try to indicate Kant's position on this point. 

As I have already said, it is much easier to combine realism with 
subjectivism than with phenomenalism. Realism appears in a sub- 
jectivist form in Descartes, Locke, and Leibnitz; also in Helmholtz, 
Huxley, and Spencer. In all of those thinkers, everything outside 
the individual mind is real: appearance is purely individual in 
origin. Their position, therefore, is not strictly phenomenalism, but 
only subjectivism. Kant, on the other hand, maintains that the indi- 
vidual is himself known only as appearance, and can not therefore 
be the medium in and through which appearance exists. Though 
appearance exists only in and through consciousness, it is not due to 
any causes that can legitimately be described as individual. 

But though Kant is insistent both upon his phenomenalism and 
upon his realism, he inclines, according to the exigencies of the 
argument and to the special difficulties which he happens in each 
context to have in view, now to the one and now to the other. 
"Inclines" is perhaps too mild a term. There may indeed be traced, 
running side by side through all his critical writings, two conflicting 
views as to the mode of existence possessed by the material world in 
space, as to the nature of mechanical causation, as to the constitution 
of inner sense, and as to the character of the transcendental unity of 
apperception. The usual and current interpretation of Kant, to 
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which I have just referred, takes only the one set of views, and 
ignores the others. It is in the perpetual oscillation between the 
two, and in the perpetual striving to reconcile them, that much of 
the value, and most of the present-day interest, of the "Critique" 
lies. To this cause is largely due its permanent, though illusive, 
power of suggestion. 

Sensations, Kant holds, have a twofold origin, noumenal and 
mechanical. They are due in the first place to the action of things 
in themselves upon the noumenal conditions of the self, and also in 
the second place to the action of material bodies upon the sense- 
organs and brain. To take the latter first. Light reflected from 
objects, and acting on the retina, gives rise to sensations of color. 
For such causal interrelations there exists, Kant teaches, the same 
kind of empirical evidence as for the causal interacting of material 
bodies. Our sensational experiences are as truly events in time as 
are mechanical happenings in space. In this way, however, we can 
account only for the existence of our sensations and for the order in 
which they make their appearance in or to consciousness, not for 
our awareness of them. To state the point by means of an illustra- 
tion. The impinging of one billiard ball upon another accounts 
causally for the motion which then appears in the second ball. But 
no one would dream of asserting that by itself it accounts for our 
consciousness of that second motion. We may contend that in an 
exactly similar manner, to the same extent, no more and no less, the 
action of an object upon the brain accounts only for the occurrence 
of a visual sensation as an event in the empirical time sequence. A 
sensation just as little as a motion can carry its own consciousness 
with it. To regard that as ever possible is ultimately to endow 
events in time with the capacity of apprehending objects in space. 
In dealing with causal connections in space and time we do not 
require to discuss the problem of knowledge proper, namely, how it 
is possible to have or acquire knowledge, whether of a motion in 
space or of a sensation in time. "When we raise that further ques- 
tion we have to adopt a very different standpoint, and to take into 
account a much greater complexity of conditions. 

I may indicate two of the difficulties which such a view involves. 
It is fair sailing in regard to the organic sensations, and to the 
sensations of the lower senses, including temperature sensations. 
Difficulties present themselves in regard to sensations of touch and 
motor sense, and especially in regard to sensations of color. Color 
is not perceived as an event caused by the external object which acts 
on the retina, but as its inherent and permanent quality. The treat- 
ment of this point would require a paper all to itself. Another 
difficulty is in regard to feelings and desires. Kant cuts the gordian 
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knot by viewing them as all mechanically conditioned. They fall 
within the empirical world, and are completely subject to its laws. 
But I proceed to my next main point. 

We have no direct acquaintance with consciousness. We are 
aware only of contents apprehended, never of the process to which 
their apprehension is due. We may, of course, be aware of the steps 
which we take in order to place ourselves in a proper position or 
mental attitude for experiencing a content, but of the actual con- 
sciousness of the content we have no awareness. We have experi- 
ence of pleasure, pain, desire, striving, and the like. These, how- 
ever, would seem to be in all cases experiences of which we are 
aware, but not to be themselves describable as awareness. We 
seem to postulate the existence of that which we name conscious- 
ness or awareness from reflection upon the order and mode of hap- 
pening of the various contents apprehended. It is inferred or 
postulated, not itself experienced. No analogy derivable from the 
known world is in the least degree adequate to express its mysterious 
character. The nearest analogy is space, and that is a comparison 
which does not help. Consciousness would seem to be an absolutely 
unique form of existence. Though we may determine certain of its 
conditions, and some of its chief effects, we can not specify its 
inherent nature. 

My third point is that the connection established by Kant between 
time and inner sense is illegitimate and misleading. Time appears 
to be just as objective as space. It is just as necessary a component 
of natural phenomena. Motion is the fundamental thing in nature; 
it is more important than the matter which serves as its vehicle, and 
by its very nature it demands both time and space; it occurs in 
both equally. One reason why time is, by Kant and others, taken as 
less objective than space, and as standing in a closer relation to 
mind, is, of course, that many so-called mental experiences have no 
position in space but occur in time. A pleasure or a pain, an odor, 
a sound, may as effects be traced to mechanical processes in space, 
but in themselves they are without form and shape, and can not 
strictly be regarded as possessing spatial position. For this reason 
feelings and the sensations of the secondary qualities have been 
regarded as mental in character and as wholly opposite in nature to 
the physical. But such argument might prove even physical energy 
to be a mental existence. 

To turn now to the other and more difficult aspect of the problem. 
What does the postulating of consciousness involve 1 What are the 
conditions upon which consciousness would seem to rest? Kant's 
answer to this question is given in the subjective and objective 
deductions of the categories. For the purposes of this paper we 
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need consider these deductions only in so far as they raise the ques- 
tion in regard to consciousness of time. Consciousness of time is 
involved in all our consciousness. Though highly complex, it is the 
minimum form in which our consciousness exists. It can not be 
explained as having developed from a more primitive and simpler 
form in which such temporal consciousness is not already contained. 
It is consciousness of a succession as a succession. Admittedly com- 
plex, it must have conditions equally complex. These Kant for- 
mulates as being synthetic processes whereby the past is held 
together with the present, being reproduced in image, and being 
recognized as representing experiences which have just elapsed. 
Ultimately this recognition involves some form of self-consciousness, 
implicit though not explicit. Kant therefore postulates as the indis- 
pensable conditions in and through which alone the minimum con- 
sciousness can be rendered possible, a large number of synthetic 
processes. These synthetic processes must take place and complete 
themselves before consciousness can exist at all. And as they thus 
precondition consciousness, they can not themselves be known to be 
conscious; and not being known to be conscious, they may not 
even be described as mental. "We have, indeed, to conceive them on 
the analogy of our mental processes ; but that may only be because 
of the limitation of our knowledge to the data of experience. 

Further, we have no right to conceive them as the activities of 
a noumenal self. "We know the self only as conscious, and the syn- 
thetic processes, being the generating conditions of consciousness, 
are also the generating conditions of the only self for which our 
experience can vouch. They are named "synthetic" because con- 
sciousness in its very nature would seem to involve the carrying 
over of content from one time to other times, and the construction 
of a more comprehensive total consciousness from the elements thus 
combined. Kant is here analyzing, in its simplest and most funda- 
mental form, what "William James has described in his "Principles 
of Psychology, ' ' 2 as the telescoping of earlier mental states into the 

*Cf. "Vol. I., p. 339. "Each later thought, knowing and including thus 
the thoughts which went before, is the final receptacle — and appropriating them 
is the final owner — of all that they contain and own. Each thought is thus born 
an owner, and dies owned, transmitting whatever it realized as its self to its 
own later proprietor. As Kant says, it is as if elastic balls were to have not 
only motion, but knowledge of it, and a first ball were to transmit both its 
motion and its consciousness to a second, which took both up into its conscious- 
ness and passed them to a third, until the last ball held all that the other balls 
had held, and realized it as its own. It is this trick which the nascent thought 
has of immediately taking up the expiring thought and 'adopting' it, which is 
the foundation of the appropriation of most of the remoter constituents of the 
self. Who owns the last self owns the self before the last, for what possesses 
the possessor possesses the possessed." 
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successive experiences that include them. They telescope in a man- 
ner which can never befall the successive events in a causal series, 
and which is not explicable by any scheme of relations derivable from 
the physical sphere. 

The point may be made clearer by inquiring how Kant conceives 
the material upon which the synthetic processes act. They are, he 
says, due to the affection by things in themselves of those factors in 
the noumenal conditions of the self which correspond to "sensi- 
bility." ("Outer sense" must not be identified with the bodily 
senses.) But just as he frequently speaks as if the synthetic proc- 
esses were mental activities exercised by the self, so also he fre- 
quently uses language which implies that the manifold upon which 
these processes act is identical with the sensations of the special 
senses. But the sensations of the bodily senses, even if reducible to 
it, can at most form only part of it. The synthetic processes, inter- 
preting the manifold in accordance with the fixed forms, space, time, 
and the categories, generate the spatial world within which objects 
are apprehended as acting upon one another, and also as causing 
through their action upon the sense-organs of the animal body sensa- 
tions as events in time. Sensations, as mechanically caused, are 
thus on the same plane as other appearances. They rest upon the 
same complex generating conditions as the motions which produce 
them. And the material for all of them, and not merely for our 
sensations, must be supplied in the primary manifold. 

Obviously, what Kant does is to apply to the interpretation of 
the noumenal conditions of our conscious experience a distinction 
derived by analogy from conscious experience itself — the distinction, 
namely, between our mental processes and the sensuous material with 
which they deal. The application of such a distinction may be 
inevitable in any attempt to explain human experience; but, as 
Kant has himself pointed out, it can very easily, unless carefully 
interpreted, prove a source of serious misunderstanding. Just as 
the synthetic processes which generate consciousness are not known 
to be themselves conscious, so also the manifold can not be identified 
with the sensations of the bodily senses. These last are events in 
time, and are effects not of noumenal but of mechanical causes. 

Kant's conclusion is twofold: positive, to the effect that con- 
sciousness, for all that our analysis can prove to the contrary, may 
be merely a resultant, derivative from and dependent upon a com- 
plexity of conditions; and negative, to the effect that though these 
conditions may by analogy be described as consisting of synthetic 
processes acting upon a given material, they are in their real nature 
unknowable by us. Even their bare possibility we can not profess to 
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comprehend. We postulate them only because they would seem to be 
demanded as indispensable conditions of our de facto experience. 
They can be defined only in terms of their effects, not in their own 
non-experienced nature. 

Kant obscures his position by the way in which he frequently 
speaks of the transcendental unity of apperception as the supreme 
condition of our experience. At times he even speaks as if it were 
the source of the synthetic processes. That can not, however, be 
regarded as his real teaching. Self-consciousness, and with it the 
unity of apperception, rests upon the same complexity of conditions 
as does outer experience, and may, therefore, be merely a product or 
resultant. It is, as he insists in the paralogisms, the emptiest of all 
our conceptions; and can afford no sufficient ground for asserting 
the self to be a spiritual and abiding personality. We can not by 
theoretical analysis of the facts of experience or of the nature of self- 
consciousness prove anything whatsoever in regard to the ultimate 
nature of the self. 

Kant's phenomenalism thus involves an objectivist view of indi- 
vidual selves and of their interrelations. They fall within the single 
common world of space. Within this phenomenal world they stand 
in external mechanical relations to one another. They are appre- 
hended as embodied, with known contents, sensations, feelings, and 
desires, composing their inner experience. There is, from this point 
of view, no problem of knowledge. On this plane we have to deal 
only with events known, not with any process of apprehension. 
Even the inner components of the empirical self are not processes of 
apprehension, but apprehended existences. It is only when we 
make a regress beyond the phenomenal as such to the conditions 
which render it possible, that the problem of knowledge arises at all. 
And with that regress we are brought to the real crux of the whole 
question — the reconciliation of such phenomenalism with the condi- 
tions of our self-consciousness. For we have then to take into 
account the fundamental fact that each self is not only a minute 
existence within the phenomenal world, but also in its powers of 
apprehension coequal with it. The self known is external to the 
objects known. The self that knows is conscious of itself as com- 
prehending within the field of its consciousness the wider universe 
in infinite space. 

Such considerations would, at first sight, seem to force us to 
modify our phenomenalist standpoint in the direction of subjectivism. 
For in what other manner can we hope to unite the two aspects of 
the self, the known conditions of its finite existence, and the con- 
sciousness through which it correlates with the universe as a whole ? 
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In the one aspect it is a part of appearance ; in the other it connects 
with that which makes appearance possible at all. 

Quite frequently it is the subjectivist solution which Kant seems 
to adopt, but he also suggests one that is more in harmony with his 
phenomenalist tendencies. He would then seem to distinguish be- 
tween the grounds and conditions of phenomenal existence and the 
special determining causes of individual consciousness. Transcen- 
dental conditions generate consciousness of the relatively permanent 
and objective world in space and time; empirical conditions within 
this space and time world determine the sensuous modes through 
which special portions of this infinite and uniform world appear 
diversely to different individuals. 

But such a solution is too crude to be acceptable. Consciousness 
of the objective world in space and time does not exist complete with 
one portion of it more specifically determined in terms of actual 
sense perceptions. Bather the consciousness of the single world in 
space and time is gradually developed through and out of sense- 
experience of limited portions of it. Kant leaves undiscussed all the 
obvious objections to which his phenomenalism lies open. He does 
not state in any adequate manner how from the phenomenalist 
standpoint he would regard the world described in mechanical terms 
by science as related to the world of ordinary sense experience, nor 
how different individual consciousnesses are related to one another. 
The very fact, however, that such problems are inevitably suggested 
by his critical inquiries is the best possible proof of their permanent 
value. They could never have occurred in any such form to his 
predecessors. 

Bergson is one of the many who have attacked these problems in 
the light of distinctions first drawn by Kant. And in so doing he 
reformulates them in a manner which, though in many respects 
unsatisfactory, and which perhaps is not ultimately tenable, yet 
places the issues in a new and suggestive light. He sets aside the 
question of the genesis of consciousness. He assumes it as given. 
His starting-point is the world of material bodies in space. His 
problem is not to account for consciousness of it, but to explain 
why we know it in a form relative to our individual position and 
practical needs. It is the very nature of consciousness to correlate 
with reality as a whole, and to reveal it as it really exists. By right 
it is complete knowledge of true independent reality ; in actual fact 
it is limited in extent, permeated with illusion, and largely personal. 
The problem is not, therefore, one of genesis, but of the limitation of 
the already existent — not how a self that is embodied and works 
under animal conditions is capable of attaining to a consciousness 
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of the universe within which it falls, but how mind, which is inalien- 
ably universal, can be limited by animal conditions. The change is, 
indeed, one of orientation rather than of problem, for consciousness 
of time, and recognition, i. e., memory still remain central issues. 
Consciousness is "a force essentially free and essentially memory, a 
force whose very character is to pile up the past on the past, like a 
rolling snowball, and at every instant of duration to organize with 
this past something new which is a real creation." 8 

This position, when thus abstractly and baldly stated, may well 
seem to embody a most unlikely and even repellent thesis. Bergson 
renders it, however, both interesting and illuminating by the sug- 
gestiveness with which he works it out in honest detail. Common to 
him and to Kant remains the contention that an adequate theory of 
knowledge must reconcile realism and phenomenalism with one 
another, and both with the individualistic requirements of self-con- 
sciousness. And I should especially insist, considering the recent 
reemergence of realistic theories, upon phenomenalism as a funda- 
mental characteristic of our experience, calling for the most ample 
recognition. Only so can we formulate a position which is capable 
of allowing both for human knowledge and for human ignorance, 
both for known facts and for unknown possibilities. And only so, 
as it seems to me, can an idealist philosophy escape the suicidal 
admission of the unlimited validity of the naturalistic position. 

But Bergson modifies Kant's problems in still another direction; 
and by that restatement is enabled to carry their discussion several 
steps further. As above mentioned, Kant does not explain in what 
relation the mechanical world of natural science stands to the world 
of ordinary sense experience. The key to this question, or at least a 
point of view from which it can be profitably investigated, is sup- 
plied by biological science, 4 and though developed by many writers, 
has received its most convincing statement in Bergson 's "Matiere 
et Memoire. " Our sense perceptions are permeated through and 
through, from end to end, with illusion. Objects are seen as dwin- 
dling in size, as changing in form and color, as they pass into the 
distance. The parallel sides of a street are seen to converge as they 
recede. These illusions justify themselves by their practical useful- 
ness, since they enable us to compress a wide extent of landscape 
into a single visual field, to determine distance, etc. But they like- 
wise establish the unreal fictitious nature, the mental subjective 

8 1 quote from the excellent resume of his views which Bergson has given in 
his recent article in the Hibbert Journal, October, 1911, Vol. X., p. 37. 

*It was anticipated by Malebranche. It holds a central position in his 
delightful and most unfortunately neglected philosophy. Cf. British Journal of 
Psychology, Vol. I., part 3, p. 191 ff. 
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character of the world perceived. The extent to which illusion thus 
permeates our sense experiences does not, however, become evident 
until we compare the knowledge which they yield with the conclu- 
sions of physical science. To define by an example: to sense per- 
ception a solid cannon ball appears to be a cold, black, continuous 
mass of quiescent matter. According to science it consists of mil- 
lions of discrete particles which are neither cold nor black, and which 
are in constant motion. These particles by their movements occupy 
the volume of the sphere, much as a small army may occupy a huge 
extent of country, not by bulk but by mobility. To sense perception 
the ball thus appears as being exactly what it is not, and not at all 
as what it is. Though we can take it in our hands and gaze upon 
it with our eyes, we can not thereby discover its real nature. When 
we look at the ball, we are unable to see what actually is there, and 
instead we see something that is not there at all. The same holds 
of every one of our sense perceptions. They do not represent, but 
misrepresent, the true nature of the real. Not through sense experi- 
ence, but only through scientific research, is genuine reality ever 
attained. The purpose of sense experience is not knowledge, but 
power. Its raison d'etre is to yield, in the most convenient form 
possible, such apprehension of the observer's environment as will 
render adaptation and practical control possible. And this con- 
venient form in which external objects are apprehended may be, and 
generally is, entirely false, when tested by a theoretical standard. 
The deceptions (if we may so name them) of sense experience justify 
themselves by their practical usefulness, as well as by their esthetic 
value. And in spite of their illusoriness they yield data sufficient to 
render possible of achievement the adventurous task undertaken by 
the scientist, namely, that of discovering from them their actual 
generating conditions. 

The difference between the sensible and the mechanical is due in 
part, Bergson teaches, to a difference of tempo in the two series. 
"The essence of life seems to be to secure that matter, by a process 
necessarily very slow and difficult, should store up energy ready for 
life afterwards to expend this energy suddenly in free movements. ' ' 5 
Consciousness is similarly constituted. "In an interval which for 
it is infinitely short, and which constitutes one of our 'instants,' it 
seizes under an indivisible form millions and billions of events that 
succeed each other in inert matter. ... It is this immense history 
that I seize all at once under the pictorial form of a very brief sensa- 
tion of light. And we could say just the same of all our other sen- 
sations. Sensation, which is the point at which consciousness touches 

• Loc. cit., p. 35. 
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matter, is, then, the condensation, in the duration peculiar to this 
consciousness, of a history which in itself — in the world of matter — 
is something infinitely diluted, and which occupies enormous periods 
of what might be called the duration of things. ' ' 8 

So far Bergson is only reinforcing the general teaching of nat- 
ural science. But he likewise employs this pragmatic point of view 
in explanation of those categories of the understanding which Kant 
regarded as an ultimate and not further explicable endowment of 
the human mind. They too have their origin in our practical needs. 
Though the primary conscious purpose of the scientist is the gaining 
of knowledge, the modes in which he seeks to satisfy this endeavor 
are still influenced by non-theoretical conditions. The direct and 
immediate outcome of the sciences is, consequently, not knowledge, 
but power. Like sense experience, they deal only with appearances, 
though certainly with appearances that may legitimately be regarded 
as nearer to the independently real. For through knowledge of them 
man is enabled to transform what would otherwise be a fixed en- 
vironment, tyrannically dictating the general principles of his life, 
into one that is more in harmony with his human and spiritual needs. 

Problems, closed for Kant, thus open upon new perspectives ; and 
become possible of further development by novel methods on fresh 
lines. If the mechanical categories are the outcome of practical 
needs, and are therefore systematic illusions justified by their fruits ; 
and consequently, as we may further conclude, are only partial in 
their distortion of the real, it may be possible that scrutiny as careful 
and painstaking as that which has been expended upon the appear- 
ances of sense, may find in certain of the elements and contours of 
our scientific results data sufficient to enable the mind to penetrate 
even into the hidden mysteries of the absolutely real. For this, ulti- 
mately, is Bergson 's fundamental divergence from Kant. He is no 
less emphatic upon the merely phenomenal character of the mechan- 
ical world in space. But he cherishes hope, and supplies a wealth of 
detailed argument in support of the assertion, that by empirical cir- 
cumstantial reasoning, based upon the fundamental characteristics 
of natural existence and of human life, we may penetrate to the 
noumenal sphere. The limits of. sense experience have been trans- 
cended in the construction of science. Thanks to these successes, and 
to the closer contact with reality . which is thereby acquired, the 
achievements of the sciences may be accompanied by that less as- 
sured, but even more valuable insight which is only to be won by 
adventurous journeying upon the perilous paths of metaphysical 
speculation. Such insight, anticipatory and almost prophetic, ahead 
'Loo. tit., pp. 36-37. 
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of the sciences but still in touch with them, has been the very breath 
and spirit of human endeavor in the past. It may well continue to 
perform the same precarious but indispensable function in the fu- 
ture. In opposition to a purely naturalistic interpretation of the 
real, it can always draw afresh upon the comparatively untapped 
resources of our specifically human and essentially spiritual life. 

In conclusion, I may summarize and define the main points of 
this paper by stating them in their relation and opposition to the 
standpoint which Professor Dewey has so forcibly developed in his 
recent articles. 7 Firstly, the really critical issue in the present-day 
problem of knowledge would seem, as Professor Dewey has argued, 
to be the question whether awareness or consciousness may legiti- 
mately be regarded as an event, and therefore as having a place in 
the single continuous causal series that constitutes the objectively 
real. The thesis which I have tried to maintain is that this may be 
true of sensations, but not of the knowing process, of the awareness 
or consciousness as such. Consciousness can not be described as an 
event in any sense which would set it as an integral element into the 
single causal time and space series. 

Secondly, Professor Dewey denies that knowing is a " unique and 
non-natural type of relation. ' ' I have tried to argue for its unique- 
ness. "Non-natural" is a hard term; but taking it as meant, i. e., as 
signifying anything and everything that falls outside the single con- 
tinuous causal series investigated by the natural sciences, I have 
sought to defend the more traditional view, that the knowing process 
may be so described. 

Thirdly, it has been argued above, that we may judge of man 
either from the point of view of his animal organism or from that of 
his inner life. Professor Dewey would seem to maintain that so far 
as regards the problem of knowledge, or at least of sense per- 
ception, the former alone is required. 8 The thesis of this paper is the 
directly counter position. The problem of perception is for phi- 
losophy uniquely important, and can not be solved by any conceiv- 
able advance either of physiology or of biology upon their present 
lines. With a physiology or a biology fundamentally different from 
those actually existent we are not, of course, concerned ; in regard to 
such no prophecy, positive or negative, can be made. 

Norman Kemp Smith. 

Princeton University. 

' This Journal, Vol. VIII., pp. 393 and 496. 
s Cf. loc. cit., pp. 400 and 552. 



